INTRODUCTION
Recent years have seen steady growth in awareness of and advocacy for open access publishing, a form of scholarly communication that makes journal articles and books available at no cost for all to read and share. During 2012 there was a 33% increase in the number of open access journals and a 28% increase in the number of open access institutional repositories (Morrison, 2012) , and the Directory of Open Access Books launched in July 2013. Although support for and availability of open access content is on the rise, open access publishing is not yet a universal convention for academic researchers and authors. Some disciplines are more amenable to embracing free distribution of scholarship than others, a fact which has contributed to the uneven progress of open access.
To encourage faculty and researchers to publish in open access venues or deposit their publications in an institutional repository, many colleges, universities, and other research institutions around the world have passed open access policies or mandates. The movement to pass such policies gained critical recognition and momentum in the U.S. with the actions of Harvard University. In February 2008, Harvard's Faculty of Arts and Sciences approved an open access policy that "requires faculty members to allow the university to make their scholarly articles available free online" (Guterman, 2008) ; by early 2013 an open access policy was in place at seven schools across the University (Harvard University Library, 2010). However, creation and approval of an institutional open access policy by faculty and administrators is a nontrivial undertaking, especially at a large institution. Librarians and other open access supporters often find themselves creating and adhering to their own, personal open access pledges while working within a larger campus structure to promote broader open access initiatives.
This model, of both individual action and incremental collective advocacy, has been followed by many library faculty at City University of New York (CUNY). CUNY, founded in in 1847 as the Free Academy, has always been committed to providing a democratic higher education to a broad and diverse student body in New York City. The University has been at the forefront of public higher education debates in the U.S., struggling with the critical issues that lie at the core of its mission, including expanding access of higher education to women, promoting greater equality of opportunity in college admissions, championing academic freedom of its faculty, and addressing economic and social barriers to education for all the city's residents.
For CUNY library faculty and the broader CUNY community, access to scholarly literature is another social justice issue: it affects the cost of education, the quality of library services, and student academic success. Recently, emboldened by the many positive developments in open access and increasingly convinced that CUNY, a public university funded by taxpayers, has a responsibility to make the knowledge produced there available to the public that funds it, several CUNY librarians felt compelled to move beyond their personal commitments to open access and advocate for the establishment of open access policies at their respective campuses. This article shares the experience of creating and approving open access policies in the library departments of four CUNY campuses and promoting open access in two other academic departments within CUNY. We believe that the lesson of our experience offers practical advice and guidance for other librarians and faculty seeking to encourage the embrace of open access publishing in departments or other sub-institutional contexts. (Palmer, Dill, & Christie, 2009, p. 324) . Given these findings, it is not surprising that Radom, Feltner-Reichert, and StringerStanback (2012) (Poynder, 2001, p. 37 Faculty, 2009 ). Thanks to considerable groundwork, which led to a thorough understanding of the issues among library faculty before the policy was brought to a vote, the policy was passed unanimously by 42 library faculty, both tenured and tenure-track (Wirth, 2010) . Wirth explains that the policy committee overcame library faculty objections to the word "mandate" by changing it to "policy" before the vote. Importantly, the committee reassured library faculty that they remained free to publish in journals of their choice. In addition, the committee discussed the ways that library faculty could negotiate their rights as authors with publishers. After the library department adopted the policy, two other departments at Oregon State adopted similar policies.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The University of Northern Colorado Libraries adopted the "think globally, act locally" principle to guide its development of an open access policy. According to Rathe, Chaudhuri, and Highby (2010) , "While we were not ready to lobby for a campus-wide resolution, we felt equal to the task of organizing our immediate peer group. We knew our fellow librarians had a high awareness of open access issues and thus comprised a realistic target group" (p. 165). Although a university-wide policy like those at Kansas or Princeton is ideal, we determined that it would be more expedient to create and approve a departmentspecific open access policy than one for the entire college or university, especially at large institutions. College-or university-wide policies like those cited above may be lengthier and more complex than a department policy, as they must accommodate a wide range of disciplines and associated conventions of scholarship. Given the large scale of CUNY, we and our colleagues have begun by advocating for open access policies at the departmental level.
OPEN ACCESS AT CUNY
CUNY is the largest urban public university in the U.S., serving over 260,000 undergraduate through doctoral students at 24 colleges and graduate schools throughout the five boroughs of New York City (City University of New York, 2013 Another concern raised by some library faculty was that their research was in academic fields whose journals had yet to embrace open access, thus they would be constrained by having to publish exclusively in open access journals or journals that allow self-archiving. It was important to reassure faculty that they could still publish with subscription-based journals if doing so was the best option for their work. However, the importance of engaging in due diligence to try to locate relevant open access journals was also emphasized.
In April 2012, a second faculty meeting was scheduled to distribute revisions and to gather feedback. After a series of emails and a final edit by the Chief Librarian, the Mina Rees Library was finally able to revise the language of the draft into a statement. The statement (see Appendix A) reflects the conversations and compromises along the way, and motivates library faculty and staff to recognize the value of open access.
Brooklyn College
At Brooklyn College, the process was longer and more contentious than at City Tech and the Graduate Center. First, Cirasella (then at Brooklyn College) studied the language of several pledges and resolutions, looking for one with strong and unambiguous language. She respected policies that grant a university or department a non-exclusive license to faculty-written articles, but she knew that such a policy would require input from Brooklyn College legal counsel, and she suspected that several members of the department would resist such a provision. Therefore, she decided to aim for something more likely to unify the department. She made this decision knowing that a declaration of support could, when the time is right, be superseded by a stronger policy.
Like Smale and Tobar, Cirasella was drawn to the open access pledge made by Gustavus Adolphus's library faculty. After editing that pledge slightly, she brought it to the February 2012 library department meeting, expecting easy approval. However, despite the fact that most department members understood and supported open access, there was significant dissent, primarily about the appropriateness of a departmental action and the implications of a departmental action for future hires. Also, some department members bristled against the word "pledge," arguing that it was too coercive. Others felt that a pledge was not strong enough and argued for a mandate.
Realizing there was much to talk through, the department agreed to move the debate to email, where it quickly became clear that neither a pledge nor a mandate would pass unanimously. However, everyone could embrace a "statement of support." One department member objected to the phrase "The Brooklyn College library faculty believes," arguing that any action should be an intellectual statement rather than an article of faith; her objection led to the replacement of "believes" with "affirms." The group also debated whether the statement should be by and for "the Brooklyn College library faculty" or "the Brooklyn College Library Department," ultimately deciding on "the Brooklyn College Library Department," which makes it clear that the statement applies to all current and future members of the department, not just those who voted for the statement. Also, even though the proposed policies were nonmandatory and non-punitive from the start, some colleagues responded with fear-about possible repercussions for not making works open access, about the potential loss of academic freedom, and about the lack of an institutional repository-as well as skepticism about negotiating with book publishers, which rarely allow open access. In response, we reiterated that the policies are simply strong encouragements, not requirements, and reexamined the policies' language to make sure they were unambiguous on this point. Our reassurances and explanations assuaged those fears.
In all four departments, the librarian who brought forward the resolution was untenured and therefore disinclined to sow disagreement. Luckily, in all cases, the resolution had the full support of the department's Chief Librarian, and the Chief Librarians were instrumental in convincing hesitant colleagues to support the resolutions. Without their support, it is quite possible that one or more of the resolutions would not have passed unanimously, or perhaps not at all.
While some colleagues were initially concerned that the resolutions were too strong and restrictive, some were concerned that they were too weak and unlikely to change publishing behaviors. A few people preferred the idea of a Harvard-style mandate, which is known to be more effective than encouragements, but the word "mandate" was controversial; in fact, several colleagues refused to vote for any kind of mandate. These conversations made us realize how contentious the word "mandate" can be, and that we should avoid it whenever possible. In fact, it is unfortunate that "mandate" has become a popular term in open access circles, as Harvard-style policies do not actually require faculty to do anything. Rather, such so-called mandates state that faculty automatically give the university a non-exclusive license to their articles but can opt out. In other words, the word "mandate" sounds more coercive than the policies actually are.
Regardless of whether the word "mandate" is used, Harvard-style policies involve granting licenses to works. None of us is an expert on licenses or comfortable creating policies with legal implications, and seeking legal advice would have significantly delayed our resolutions. In addition, since CUNY does not yet have an institutional repository, Harvard-style policies could not have been implemented even if they had passed. Furthermore, we all believed that such policies make more sense at the college or university level, not the departmental level. Therefore, none of us chose to pursue such a policy. Rather, we advocated and passed statements of encouragement and intent, hoping that an institutional repository would arrive soon and that an institution-wide, Harvard-style policy would become both logistically and politically feasible in the future.
By pursuing something modest and achievable, we were able to succeed, and to do so quickly and with consensus. If we had been more ambitious, we almost certainly would have failed, and done so slowly and contentiously.
BEYOND THE LIBRARY: NEXT STEPS FOR CUNY
While we are pleased that the four library departments were ultimately successful in passing departmental open access policies, we do have bigger ambitions and we understand that there is still much work to be done at CUNY to promote open access at the departmental, college, and university level. We are continuing to advocate for adoption of open access policies both within and outside the libraries, including following up with our library department colleagues to stay abreast of challenges and successes in their open access publishing efforts. Undoubtedly this work will benefit from alliances between discipline faculty and library faculty. While some departments include informed insiders like co-author Daniels, others do not; reconsidering the role of library subject liaisons, as at the University of Minnesota (Malenfant, 2010) , may be one way forward.
Winning Support for Open Access from Faculty and Administrators
As we have begun the work of persuading faculty and administrators outside the library to adopt open access policies, it has become clear that, though challenging, it will be possible. Faculty in departments other than the library are often unaware of the distinction between gold and green open access, and some assume that an open access policy will require them to publish only in (gold) open access journals. This misconception can be compounded by other myths, namely that all open access publications are not peer-reviewed and that they are the equivalent of vanity publishing-and therefore do not meet the rigorous standards of high academic quality. University administrators, perhaps even more than faculty, are chiefly concerned with the quality and prestige of publishing as a key component of an institution's overall status within higher education. We anticipate that some administrators, then, may object to open access publications out of fear that they are regarded as less prestigious. For both faculty and administrators outside the library, we believe that these objections to open access policies that are rooted in concerns about the quality, prestige, and status of open access publications can be addressed by emphasizing the freedom of choice for authors that is retained through green open access. In addition to clarifying the differences between gold and green open access, at both the CUNY School of Public Health and at the CUNY Graduate Center, one faculty member, co-author Daniels, has had some success with gaining support of faculty and administrators by shifting the language she uses to discuss issues related to open access. For faculty in the interdisciplinary field of public health, who are often funded by government entities such as the National Institutes of Health (NIH), arguments that were most successful hinged on the right of audiences beyond the specialist to have access to information that had the potential to improve health and even save lives. For faculty engaged in research that is fundamentally about improving the public's health, discussing open access is best framed within those concerns.
A similar ethical argument has been used in discussions with faculty in the social sciences at the Graduate Center who often conceive of themselves as change agents who are doing research they hope will contribute to social justice. In part, this stems from the institutional history of CUNY and the kind of faculty it attracts, and from CUNY's identity as a publicly funded institution with a strong faculty union. For these faculty, framing the issue of subscription-based publishing as unethical, even "immoral" (Taylor, 2013) , has proven to be a successful rhetorical strategy. Social science faculty at the Graduate Center view themselves as, and indeed are, deeply committed to ensuring that all students have equal access to the resources that will help them succeed in higher education. Within this context, focusing on "paywalls" as "immoral" has been an effective way to address the concept without ever using the language of "open access."
While philosophical arguments about the ethical imperative for open information are useful with some groups, we predict that other constituents may be more responsive to economic justifications. Ultimately, at CUNY we have found that arguments need to be tailored to address the unique concerns and contexts of different groups. And once faculty and administrators are initially persuaded to adopt open access policies, there is much work that still needs to be done, as many will not understand how to find, publish, or share work within the parameters of "openness."
Incorporating the Institutional Repository
Obviously, one of the best ways for faculty to openly share their work is through an institutional repository. Although CUNY did not have an institutional repository when the Libraries adopted their open access policies, the University has begun to plan for creating a repository, and once the repository is in place a new wave of education and promotion will be necessary and offer yet another opportunity for open access advocacy. We are optimistic that the existence of a repository will create a positive feedback loop and encourage other CUNY entities to craft similar open access policies. Also, if the University as a whole passes a stronger open access policy connected to the repository, it could replace those from departments and campuses across the University. However, if the University passes a weaker policy, our stronger individual department policies could remain in place and serve as models to other departments. The repository may also assist us in bringing the conversation about open access to undergraduate students, a population we have not yet had the opportunity to engage on the topic. For that reason we pledge to make our own research freely available whenever possible by seeking publishers that have either adopted open access policies, publish contents online without restriction, and/or allow authors to self-archive their publications on the web. We pledge to link to and/or self-archive our publications to make them freely accessible.
LESSONS FOR OTHER INSTITUTIONS
Faculty librarians may submit their work to a publication that does not follow open access principles and will not allow self-archiving only if it is clearly the best or only option for publication; however, library faculty will actively seek out publishers that allow them to make their research available freely online and, when necessary, will negotiate with publishers to improve publication agreements. Further, we pledge to devote most of our reviewing and editing efforts to manuscripts destined for open access.
This statement is adapted from the Gustavus Adolphus Library Faculty Open Access Pledge (http://gustavus.edu/ library/Pubs/OApledge.html).
CUNY Graduate Center Mina Rees Library Statement on Open Access (April 2012)
The CUNY Graduate Center Mina Rees Library faculty and staff are committed to disseminating research and scholarship as widely as possible. We believe that open access to scholarship is critical for scholarly communication and for the future of libraries, and that it is central to CUNY's mission of public education. We recognize the added value to public knowledge that open access publishing gathers for a work. For that reason, we pledge to make our own research freely available whenever possible by seeking publishers who have either adopted open access policies, publish content online without restriction, and/or allow authors to self-archive publications on the web. When necessary and when possible, we will negotiate with publishers to improve open access terms. We pledge to link to and/or self-archive our open access publications to make them freely accessible. Further, we pledge to support open access by lending our reviewing and editing efforts to manuscripts destined for open access.
Brooklyn College Library Statement of Support for Open Access (June 2012)
The Brooklyn College Library Department affirms that open access to scholarship is critical for scholarly communication, affordable education, and the advancement of knowledge. Accordingly, the Department asks its faculty to make their research available at no cost whenever possible by seeking publishers that have adopted open access policies (i.e., publishers that publish their contents online without restriction and/or allow authors to selfarchive their publications in online repositories). Whenever self-archiving is allowed, the Department expects its faculty to promptly self-archive their publications online for all to read and use. When faculty are working with publishers that do not allow self-archiving, the Department encourages them to negotiate to improve publication agreements. Furthermore, the Department encourages its faculty to devote most of their reviewing and editing efforts to manuscripts destined for open access. We acknowledge that Open Access publishing accrues value for a work. Accordingly, we advocate making our own research freely available whenever possible by seeking publishers who offer Open Access publishing or self-archiving options.
When necessary and when possible, we will attempt to negotiate with publishers to improve Open Access terms. If feasible, we will deposit our publications in a CUNY institutional repository.
Moreover, we will further support Open Access by contributing our reviewing and editing efforts to manuscripts destined for this format.
APPENDIX B
The following articles and website links were sent to library faculty at Lehman College in preparation for consideration of the draft Open Access Policy:
